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Mr. Todd Thompson

Associate Water Resources Control Engineer

State Water Resource Control Board. Division of Water Quality
P.O. Box 944213 )

Sacramento, CA 94244-2130..

(916) 657-2388 FAX

Dear vir. Thompson:

Subject:  Statewide Program Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Covering General
Waste Discharge Requirements for Biosolids Land Applicaiion

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the executive summary for the Statewide Program
Draft Environmmental Impact Report Covering General Waste Discharge Requiremenis for
Biosolids Land Application (Biosolid ES), a statewide program. The Biosolid ES evaluates the
environmental impacts of the California State Water Resources Control Board’s adoption and
implementation of a General Order (GO) that would atlow the issuance of general waste
discharge requirements for land application of biosolids. 11-1

The Imperial Iirigation District (District), as the regional supplier of raw water for the Imperial
Valley, has a real interest in the development of a General Order (GO) for these discharges as
well as all issues related to biosolid management in agricultural and rural environments. The
District maintains approximately 1,451 miles of surface drains to collect agricultural rajlwater,
operational discharge, and subsurface tile drainage flows, and as such is particularly concemed
with the impacts that biosolid application may have on its drain water quality.  District
comments are as follows:

On page ES-2, first paragraph, next 10 the last sentence, a ciearer definition of “biosolids” needs
to be included. Simply stating that it is “commonly refetred t as sewage sludge™ is not a
sufficient definition.

On page ES-7, Relationship of the GO to Part 303 Regulations section, second bufler, why are '1 13
there no conditions for Class A Biosolids such as runoff restrictions? -
On page ES-9, bullet number 8, the 30-day restriction on surface water runoff, the structures
through which the surface warter exits the site must be in good condition so that no site erosion I11~4
OCCUIS.
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On page ES-10. last paragraph. second sentence, for the District’s satisfaction. the spill response
ptan will need to discuss the potential of wansport trucks ending up in our canals due 1o
accidents.

On page ES-16. second and third paragraphs, Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states that
while economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant, the information
may be included in an EIR. The EIR “may wace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed
decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes caused in tum by the economic or social changes.”

Cn page ES-17. first paragraph, if the body of research on the health risks of land application of
biosofids is not conclusive and “the potential for these risks will continue to be studied,” then the
application of biosolids should not be allowed until more research provides answers.

For Table ES-1, page 1 of 7, please change the following in the Soils, Hydrelogy, and Water
Quality section: (a) for the “Poteniai degradation of surface water from nutrients in biosolids™
impact, change the level of significance before mitigation from “less than significant™ io
potentially significant and add “monitoring needed” as a mitigation measure; (b) for the
“Potential degradation of groundwarer from nutrients” impact, change the level of significance
before mitigation from “less than significant” 1o potentially significant and add “monitoring
needed” as a mitigation measure; (c) for the “Potential degradation of surface warter and
groundwater from trace elements in biosolids” impact, change the level of significance before
mitigation from “less than significant” to potentially significant and add “monitoring needed” as
a mitigation measure; and (d) for the “Potendal degradation of surface water and groundwater
from synthetic organic compounds in biosolids” impact, change the level of significance before
mitigation from “less than significant” to potentially significant and add “monitoring needed” as
a mitigation measure.

For Fable ES-1, page 2 of 7, please change the following in the Land Productiviry section, for the
“Changes in amount of synthetic organic compounds in soils and resulting effects on agricultural
productivity” impact, change the level of significance before mitigation from “less than
significant” 10 potentially significant.

For Table ES-1, page 3 and 4 of 7, please change the foilowing in the Public Heaith section: (&)
for the “Porential for increased incidence of disease resulting from direct contact with pathogenic
organisms ai biosolids fand application sites” impact, change the level of significance befor=
mitigation from “less than significent” 1o potentially significant; (b) for the “Potential for
increased incidence of disease resulting from direct human contact with pathogenic organisms in
irrigation runoff from biosolids tand application sites” impact, change the level of significance
before mitigation from “less than significant” to potemtially significant and add “monitoring
resded”™ as a mitigation measure; (¢} for the “Poteniial for increased incidence of chrenic human
disease resulting from ingestion of biosolids-derived metals in crops grown on land application
sites or enimals fed with erops grown on land application sites” impact, change the level of
stgnificance before mitigation from “less than significant” to potentially significant and add

“monitoring needed” as a mitigation measure; (d) for the “Potential for increased risk of of §
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11-7

11-3

11-9

11-10



chronie disease resulting from ingestion of biosolids-derjved organic compounds in food, soits. A
animals. dairy praducrs, or wildlife” impact, change the level of significance before mitigation
from “less than significant” to poentially significant and add “monitoring needed” as a
mitigation measure; (e) for the “Potential for increased incidence of disease resulting from
ingestion of groundwater contaminated by biosolids-derived pollutants or pathogens” impact,
change the level of significance before mingation from “less than significant™ to potentially
significant and add “monitoring needed” as a mitigation measure; (f) for the *“Potential for
increased incidence of acute or chronic disease resulting from hurnan exposuze 0 agrosols and
wind-blown particulates from biosolids stockpiling, composting, or land application” impact,
change the level of significance before mitigation from “less than significant” to potentially
significant and add “monitoring needed™ as a mitigation measure; and (g) for the “Potential for
increased risks of disease resulting from contact with biosolids spilled during transport from
point of generation to application site” impaet, change the levei of significance before mitigation
from “less than significant” 1o potentially significant and add “monitoring needed” as a
mitigation measure,

For Table ES-1. page 6 of 7, please change the following in the Air Quality section, for the
“Biosolids drift associated with wind-blown biosolids™ impact, change the fevel of significance
.before mirigarion from “less than significant” to petentially significant.

For Table ES-1, page 6 of 7, please change the following in the Noise section, for the “Exposure
of noise-sensitive land uses 10 noise from the land application of biosolids” impact, change the
level of significance before mitigation from “less than significant” to potentially significant and
under mitigation measure add “Avoid areas near residential and school lands™. :

For Table ES-1, page 7 of 7, please change the following in the Cumulative Impacts section, for
the “Cumulative deterioration of roadways™ impact, change the level of significance before
mitigation from “less than significant” to “potentially significant” and under mitigation measure
add “Avoid roads not built for industrial truck traffic”.

Previously, the District has .provided comments regarding biosolids land application on
agriculral fields to the Imperial County Planning Department for incorporation into conditional
use permits. These comments have included the following:

1. District notification of biosolids use (location and date) prior to application.

2, Taijiwater structures should be completely grade boarded up and wrapped with plastic
prior to the biosolids application process. This is a precaution against storm water runoff
carrying materials off the field. The tailwater structures may be returned to their normal
condition enee the bicsolids have been completely incorporated into the soil.

Gl

At least one sediment reduction Best Management Practice {BMP) should be
incorporated into an irrigation management plan by the biosolids user.

11-10
(cont)

11-11

11-12

11-13

11-14
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4. Agricultural runoff (tailwater} and subsurface tlewater from sites accepting biosolids /]
should be monitored for the metal concenwations as lisied and for the presence of
pathogens {as indicated by Fecal Coliform) during the first irrigation avent after biosolid
incorporation. Metal concentrations monitored should include arsenic, boron, cadmium.
chromium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, silver, and zinc. If there is no
evidence that biosolids are contributing pollutants to the Dismict drainage systern, tiis
monitoring may be lessened or discontinued.

The District also is supportive of “buffer zones” that restrict biosolid application with minimum
setbacks from various tocations (property lines, residences, downsream domestic water users,
wells, roadways, water supplies, schools, hospitals, ew.) This is of even greater concer 1o the
District as 1t begins implementing new rules to comply with changes in the federal and state Safe
Drinking Water Acts.

Again, thank vou for the opporrunity fo review the Norice of Preparation of a Statewide Program
Environmental Impact Report for General Waste Discharge Requirements for Biosolids Land
Application. This is an issue that is of great concem to the Imperial hrrigation District, and we
look forward to providing input on future documents pertaining to this EIR process. Please

11-14
(cont)

i1-15

11-16

include the Imperial Irmigation District’s Resources Management Section on all future mailings.
Please contact me ar (760) 339-9446 if vou have any questions regarding these comments,

Sincerety,
.

Vickie Doyle
Water Resonrces Assistant Engineer
Resources Management Section
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Responsesto Comments from the Imperial Irrigation District

11-1.

11-2.

11-3.

11-4.

11-5.

11-6.

This comment states that the District has an interest in the development of the proposed
GO. Noresponseis necessary.

The commenter requested aclearer definition of biosolidsin the EIR. Thefirst paragraph
on draft EIR page ES-2 is hereby revised to include the following final sentence:

Biosolids is defined as sewage sludge that has been treated and tested and
shown to be capabl e of being beneficially and legally used as asoil amendment

for_agriculture, silviculture, horticulture, and |and reclamation activities as
specified under 40 CFR Part 503.

Under the Part 503 regul ations, runoff issuesare not addressed. However, ClassA material
issubject to the entire GO, except for those requirements specifically mentioned for Class
B biosolids. Within the proposed GO, Prohibition No. 7 prohibits runoff from irrigation
for 30 days after the application unless the site includes afilter strip of unmowed grass or
similar vegetation. The more specific requirements in Discharge Specification No. 7 are
included for ClassB becausethe characteristicsof that material require moreprecautionary
measures. Accordingly, Class A does have runoff restrictions specified in the proposed
GO.

Comment noted. Thetext for page E-9 of the draft EIR will have abullet added and read
asfollows:

# structures conveying tailwater shall be designed and maintained to
minimize any field erosion;

The text of the proposed GO, as found in Discharge Specification No. 7 of Appendix A,
is added to read as follows:

Structures conveying tailwater shall be designed and maintained to minimize
any field erosion.

Comment noted. Spill Response Plans should certainly include procedures to address
accidental discharges to surface water bodies or discharges to conveyance structures that
lead to surface water bodies or serve as a drinking water source. The details of a spill
response plan, however, will not be in the requirements of the proposed GO. Rather, the
industry will be required to develop such plans.

The commenter has correctly cited CEQA guidelines regarding the need to address
economicissuesinan EIR. SWRCB staff believesthe potential for physical changeinthe

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
Final Statewide Program EIR 3-23



11-7.

11-8.

11-9.

11-10.

11-11.

environment asaresult of economic effectsof the proposed GO isspeculative. Therefore,
whilethe EIR recognizes the controversy that exists regarding potential economic effects
of the proposed GO, resultant environmental effects are not identified.

The commenter indicates that land application of biosolids should not be allowed until
further research on health risksiscompleted. Whileit istruethat thereisnot alarge body
of research relating specifically to biosolids and the potential to transmit certain high-
profile diseases, there is sufficient information relating to disease transmission from
wastewater disposal and other human activity to concludethat therisk of transmitting these
diseasesfrom land application of biosolidsissmall. Theconservative approach being used
in the proposed GO regarding human exposure to biosolids at and near land application
sitesis considered fully protective of human health. As additional research is conducted
regarding pathogens in biosolids, SWRCB staff will continue to track and respond to any
significant changes in the risks associated with land application.

The SWRCB staff respectfully disagreeswith thecommenter’ srequest for changing CEQA
impact significance levels of surface and groundwater quality impacts from “less than
significant” to “potentially significant.” Refer to Master Response 13 for adescription of
how potential water quality impactsto surface and groundwater resources were eval uated
and why the identified impacts were considered less than significant.

The commenter recommends that in Chapter 4, Land Productivity, under the heading
“Changes in Amount of Synthetic Organic Compounds in Soils and Resulting Effects on
Agricultura Productivity” (TableES-1), theimpactsbe considered “ potentially significant”
(the draft EIR indicates the impact as “less than significant”).

The draft EIR concluded that effects on agricultural productivity caused by changesin
synthetic organic compoundsin soilswould not significantly impact theenvironment. The
SWRCB staff believesthat there is adequate scientific and specific project datato support
thisconclusion. Thisinformation has been addressed inthe EIR. Therefore, no changeto
Table ES-1 regarding thisimpact is required.

Comment noted. The impact conclusions remain valid based on the information and
analysis contained in the draft EIR; no changes were made based on the comment.

The commenter requests that the significance determination for the following impact,
“Biosolids drift associated with wind-blown biosolids,” be changed from “less than
significant” to “potentially significant.” This change has not been made because the
analysisconcluded that land application of biosolids, in accordancewith the proposed GO,
would not result in asignificant impact. Additionally, since the publication of the draft
EIR, the proposed GO has been further refined to require the incorporation of biosolids
(where tillage will occur) within 24 hours in arid areas and within 48 hours in non-arid
areas. The proposed GO aso now prohibits the application of biosolids with a moisture
content of less than 50 percent. These changes to the proposed GO do not alter the

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
Final Statewide Program EIR 3-24



11-12.

11-13.

11-14.

significance conclusions presented in the EIR; however, refinement of the proposed GO
will further reduce the potential for soil containing biosolids to be blown off application
sites.

The noise analysis in the draft EIR states that “the primary land uses in the potential
application areas would be rural residential and/or agricultural operations’ (page 11-1).
Because the application of biosolids on agricultural land would emit noise levels similar
tothose of existing agricultural equipment inthose areas, even near residencesand schools,
this impact was found to be less than significant. The same restrictions that apply to
agricultural operations near residences and schools would correspondingly limit land
application of biosolidsin those agricultural areas. No changein the text of the draft EIR
isrequired.

The number of vehiclesthat would use roadwaysto deliver biosolidsisasmall percentage
of the overall volume of vehiclesontheseroads. Inaddition, Sections 35550-35559 of the
CdiforniaVehicle Code identify weight and load limitations for trucks on state highways
(see page 9-2 of the draft EIR). These limitations would also apply to county roadwaysif
no limitations were specified by the county. Biosolids transport trucks would be required
to meet these state requirements. Therefore, no additional mitigation is required.

The issues discussed in this comment are addressed as discussed bel ow:
1. Provision No. 3 requires notification of the local water district.

2. Thetext of the proposed GO, as found in Discharge Specification No. 7 of Appendix
A, is added to read as follows:

Tail water structures shall be boarded and wrapped with plastic prior to any
biosolids application, but removed after biosolids incorporation into the soil.

3. SWRCB staff agreesthat irrigation BMPsareimportant. Infact, avegetativefilter strip
isalready required for dischargeswithin 30 days of the biosolids applicationin Prohibition
No. 7. But, it is possible that materia will be spread where it is intended for dry land
farming. Insuch cases, irrigation BMPswould not be applicable. The proposed GO also
requiresthat tillage practices be used that minimize erosion fromwind and water. Assuch,
erosion issues are addressed in the proposed GO, but in a way that they are applied
site-specifically and therefore relate to all sites.

4. Thereisno technical justification for requiring tailwater and tilewater monitoring by
individual farmers solely because they use biosolids for afertilizer or soil amendment. It
Is acknowledged that such monitoring would add to the knowledge base regarding this
material, aswell asthe knowledge base on the water quality impacts from fertilizer use as
awhole. However, the economic cost of requiring individual farmers to monitor their
taillwater and tilewater solely because of the use of biosolidsis not warranted.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
Final Statewide Program EIR 3-25



11-15. The commenter expresses support for “buffer zones.” The comment is noted and no
responseis required.

11-16. The Imperia Irrigation District’s Resource Management Section has been added to the

distribution list.
California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
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